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-----Original Message-----

From: John Thompson [mailto:magdalenadi@mac.com|
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2004 1:14 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Livermore lab

1 am opposed to the presence of plutonium at the Livermore Lab, and ask that this
1/07.01 location be converted to civilian science projects that will better serve the future needs of
. taxpaying Americans.
John Thompson P.O. Box 4353 Carmel Calif. 93921

1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01
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1/04.01

TO: Thomas Grim

1 think you must be an intelligent person. You are probably very kind and maybe you
have a family of your own. Children maybe? As a citizen of San Francisco, California,
the U.S., and, more broadly and perhaps even more profoundly, as a creature and citizen
of this suffering yet always beautiful planet, I. Zoe Torres, implore you to do what you
probably, in your heart of kindest hearts, know is right. PLEASE do all that you can to
keep the proposal to allow nuclear testing and plutonium at the Lawrence Livermore
Labs from passing. Hasn't our planet seen enough violence and destruction? Aren't the
cancer rates high enough? The maddening situation in Iraq is just one example of the
growing injustice and irrationality taking hold of our leaders. They cannot be trusted
with this kind of power! And if you are of the mindset that says yes, they can, then just
think of the likelihood of other countries following suit--they cannot be trusted either!

Thank you for your time and understanding, I'm sure that you will do the right thing
and vehemently oppose the proposal.

Sincerely.
Zoe Marie Torres
437 Randolph st.
S.F.. Ca 94132
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TRAQC — Tracy Region Alliance for a Quality Communi
PO Box 1299 Tracy, CA 95378 email traqc@reachme.net www.tragc.com

May 21, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA, L-293
7000 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550
Tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

RE: Req for a 30 Day ion for Public Comment on the Draft Site-Wide
Envil Impact for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore
L y and St i ip and

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (LLNL SW/SPEIS)

Dear Mr Grim:

We have just recieved the complete three volume document on the Site Wide EIS for
the Lawrence Livermore National Lab and Site 300 at your meeting in Tracy on April
1/ 31.06 28,2004. We have filed preliminary comments but after review of the draft
documents we find it neccessary to request the Technical Appendicies to these
1its to fully | your prop:

2 /3 1 02 | We regest the Technical Appendices and an addtionlal 30 days to evaluate and
: comment on this proposal. TRAQC has grave concems about additional explosives

3/20.04 | and radioacti i ported through Tracy and up the unimproved Corral
Holiow Rd. We beleive that the document does not fully adrress the development of

4/09.03 | the Tracy Hills Project a 5,500 unit residential community within one mile of Site 300.
We request that the Dept. of Energy extend the public comment period by 30 days fror

2/31.02 | May 27 to June 27 and provide us with the techncial appenciies to the Draft LLNL

cont.

SW/SPEIS. .

Sincerely,

e

Tri-Valley CAREs
Communities Against a Radioactive Environment

1/31.06
2/25.06

3/31.02

2582 Old First Street, Livermore, CA 94551 « (925) 443-7148 « Fax (925) 443-0177

Peace Justice Environment
May 12,2004 since 1983

Mr. Tom Grim

Document Manager

Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office

PO Box 808, L-293

7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94551-0808

Subject: SWEIS reference documents
Dear Mr. Grim,

Today we received a portion of the reference documents from you that we requested on
April 28" for the Draft Site-Wide EIS. We offered to provide the community with access
to the documents during evenings and weekends. Most of our members work, making the
reading room not a practical location for our members to obtain access to these materials.
‘We will ensure that these documents are made available to our members and the
community to the fullest extent possible. We appreciate your reconsideration of this
matter and your attempt to meet us half-way in responding to our request.

Your accompanying letter contained your rationale for providing only a portion of the
reference materials. You stated that you have provided the reference materials that you
believed were directly relevant to our comments. We would like to point out that there is
an area that we and otner commenters highiighted and thai is the reference materiais for
the Accident Analysis - Appendix D. These references are extremely critical to our
analysis of the Draft SWEIS. Ensuring that a well thought out study of potential accidents
is included in the SWEIS is of the utmost concern to our members. An accident at the lab
could be catastrophic and community members (including workers) need to be able to
ascertain that these scenarios were carefully considered. We would appreciate if you
could provide us with the underlying reference documents for the accident scenarios.
These documents will provide the slope factors and the assumptions that were made in
determining the likelihood that an accident will occur and what the consequences would
likely be.

Additionally, with 10 working days left before the comment deadline, we also feel it
would be prudent for the Department of Energy to extend this deadline for at least one

2-526
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month in order to ensure that legislators, regulators and community members have a Grim, Tom
meaningful opportunity to comment on this 2000-plus page document. The hearings on

. th . th . A . 5 From: marylia@earthlink.net
April 27" and April 28" were the vehicle through which many people in the surrounding Sent: Monday, May 10, 2004 11:06 AM
areas learned about many of the new proposals in the Draft Site-Wide EIS. As we stated To: heffner1@Iinl.gov; tom.grim@oak.doe.gov
at the April 28" hearing in Tracy, community members had told us they felt they needed Subject: SWEIS: Follow up on Request for Reference Documents
3/31.02 | additional time and information in order to fully comment. Our office has received a
number of calls from community members and organizations who are attempting to read May 7, 2004
cont. through the document but are worried that they won’t have time to review it and write
their comments before the deadline. In light of this, we again urge you to extend the Bert Heffner
comment deadline for an additional 30 days. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
7000 East Avenue
Thank you in advance to your attention to this matter. Livermore, CA 94550
Sincerely, By email
aﬁ Q W RE: Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (February, 2004)
Loulena Miles

Staff Attorney Dear Bert:
Tri-Valley CAREs

The recent release of the Site Wide EIS for Livermore Lab operations and the subsequent Public
Hearings have resulted in numerous requests made to our office for more complete information. We
have heard from Livermore and Tracy residents among others. We are called upon to respond to
physicists, chemists and other specialists as well as other community residents.

On behalf of Tri-Valley CAREs' membership and other information requesters in the community, | am
sending this follow up letter to ask that Tri-Valley CAREs receive all of the unclassified and/or
declassified reference documents for the draft site-wide EIS.

This request for the reference documents follows the conversation held during the question and
answer period during the Public Hearing in Tracy, California on April 28. During that time, a request
was made by Marion Fulk, LLNL staff scientist retired, for the background documents. As | stated at
the Public Hearing, Tri-Valley CAREs offices are generally open to the public 6 days a week (Mon.
through Sat.). | also stated our request for the documents and our willingness to put them in our
1/31.06 reading room where they will be accessible to all visitors. Additionally, we have a check out system

. available on request for documents in our reading room. This will allow members of the public to
borrow any document(s) for a limited period of time.

Here is what members of the public are telling us. It is impossible to adequately evaluate the site
wide EIS without the reference documents on which the conclusions in the site wide EIS are based.
The LLNL visitors center is open only select afternoon hours during the work week. The
background/reference documents for the site wide EIS are not easily accessible and there is no
opportunity to check them out from LLNL.

Therefore, we believe that giving Tri-Valley CAREs a set fo reference documents is consistent with
DOE and LLNL obligations to inform the public and encourage public comment on the site wide EIS.

I have not heard from LLNL or DOE since the Public Hearing on this issue, and so | write you today. |
would very much appreciate your prompt attention to this as the comment period is currently

1
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Tri-Valley CAREs, Marylia Kelly, Executive Director Tri-Valley CAREs, Marylia Kelly, Executive Director
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scheduled to end on May 27 - and it will take Tri-Valle, <. v .o B TR of the
public some number of days (if not weeks) to go through the materials.
Grim, Tom
. From: marylia@earthlink.net
Sincerely, Sent: Fr.éiy, %ay 21,2004 6:17 PM
To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov
Marylia Kelley Subject: Note on SWEIS extension request
Executive Director
. " . Hi, Tom:
P.S. As you know, Tri-Valley CAREs has requested a 30 day extension of the public comment period
2/31.02|from DOE. This letter reiterates that request as well. The site wide EIS is a complex document and it Apologies for the informality of an email note, but | want to convey a couple of things regarding our
: does require the additional time to produce thorough and informed comments. request for an extension of the public comment period for the SWEIS.
MK First, | want to acknowledge, again, that | recognize that a 90 day comment period is more than is

legally required. When you first announced a 90 day comment period, | first thought that would be
plenty of time for us to analyze the document. Then | started reading it. | am now acutely aware that
cc : TWO things are true: One, that 90 days is more than the legal minimum, and two that the SWEIS for
Tm Grim, U.S. DOE, NNSA LLNL is more complex than your average SWEIS.

Marylia Kelley This is perhaps the long way around to saying that | am still reading through the SWEIS and | have

Executive Director the reference documents (some in our office -- thanks -- and some at LLNL) that | want to go through
N before we submit our organizational comments. As you doubtless know, some of those reference

Tri-Valley ,(?ARES . . . : documents are heavy slogging and collectively there are boxes and boxes of them! While DOE may

(Communities Against a Radioactive Environment) decide to differ with us on the content of some of Tri-Valley CAREs comments, it is none the less true

2582 Old First Street that | am doing my best to do a good job on them - and | really do need more time.

Livermore, CA USA 94551

Second, it is equally true that other groups and individuals have called us to ask if we have recieved
<http://www.trivalleycares.org> - is our web site address. Please visit us there! 1/31.02, | or il receive an extension. Over the last couple of days, | have begun telling people that | don't
know and that folks should communicate with you directly. Perhaps they have, perhaps not. At any
(925) 443-7148 - is our phone 31.06 | rate, I know that others in addition to Tri-Valley CARES -- including but not limited to the 21 groups
g o who signed the request letter -- would truly benefit from an extension of the comment period.
(925) 443-0177 - is our fax 9 a y P

And, finally, DOE would not necessarily need to stretch its own schedule in order to grant an
extension of the public comment period. For example, DOE needs to compile the transcripts from the
public hearings. The DOE could do that and also could begin processing, tabulating and internally
responding to the comment letters received to date even as the comment period is extended.
Therefore, an extension of the comment period need not mean ANY slippage of the December date
for circulating the final.

In closing, | reiterate our request for a 30 day extension, but would add that even a two week
extension would help a lot! Please consider this option if you truly think 30 days is too much, My goal
here is to provide comments that are as in-depth and complete as | can make them, not to bolix up
your schedule. In considering this request, please remember how long it took DOE between scoping
in 2002 and the circulation of the draft in 2004. It really is a complex document!

Thank you in advance for your attention.

3 Peace,
. Marylia
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Marylia Kelley

Executive Director Tri-Valley CAREs

Tri-Valley CAREs 14 . . . .
(Communities Against a Radioactive Environment) Communities Against a Radioactive Environment
2582 Old First Street 2582 Old First Street, Livermore, CA 94550 o (925) 443-7148 o Fax (925) 443-0177

Livermore, CA USA 94551

<http://www.trivalleycares.org> - is our web site address. Please visit us there! Peace Justice Environment

) . since 1983
(925) 443-7148 - is our phone Sent by email and postal mail

(925) 443-0177 - is our fax
June 14, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

Document Manager, SWEIS

US Department of Energy, NNSA, L-293
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550

Additional Comments of Tri Valley CAREs on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Envir 1 Impact St t (SWEIS)

Dear Mr. Grim:

As I discussed with you by phone and in prior correspondence, Tri-Valley CAREs needs
additional time to complete its comments on the Draft SWEIS. As the Department of
Energy (DOE) has refused to extend or reopen the public comment period, I am therefore
sending these additional comments as soon as practicable -- even though they are a “work
in progress” in the sense that Tri-Valley CAREs has not had time to finish an analysis of

the unclassified reference documents that we received from DOE near the end of the
1/31.06 public comment period. (Further, we have still not received any substantive documents in
response to our two relevant Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests.)

These additional comments and questions follow an initial reading of as many of the
reference documents as is possible by this date. This comment letter focuses on the
unclassified reference documents for accidents and Appendix D of the SWEIS. Again, it
is not that Tri-Valley CAREs does not have other concerns/questions/comments -- €.g.,
on other reference documents -- it is that appropriate time was not given to undertake the
necessary analyses and prepare those comments.

Accident — Unclassified Reference Documents

1. The accident analysis for bio-hazards incorporates analyses previously
performed by the U.S. Army in 1989. We are certain that this information is out
of date. Have there been additional accident analyses performed by NNSA for
bio-hazards resulting from operation of LLNL? If so, please identify these

2/25.04 analyses.

2. Has the accident analysis for the Biosafety Level-3 (BSL-3) been updated
to account for additional plutonium and tritium handled and processed under the
proposed action? If so, please provide this document or identify it in the
background documents.
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6. The SAR for B-696R (p. 3-7) states that “For unmitigated frequency

3. After reviewing the available Background Documents relating to the 5 h : fen et - A
accident analysis, Tri-Valley CAREs has determined that documents regarding iztalgg}e%qﬁ;ﬁg:znftaifﬁ;:I;esshgf] d?e“fﬁg?v;id hl(l'e“ OlCCUI('jﬂFance “3{3‘}’ 100
several buildings in the Superblock were not included. As a result, we cannot ghly analyzed in Appendix D.
check the references in the document to determine the adequacy of the SWEIS. 7. The SAR for B-696R states that a criticality accident would be “beyond
The missing documents include: exlremelydunlikely"ié{gwgver, it would be logical that in an airplane crash
. . e scenario, drums could be dama, inei
+  LLNL, Safety Analysis Report, Heavy Element Facility, Building 251, criticality event. This is a failu%g (ijnaglibbr:c‘i(gglr(yil:;eclz)%%er:;?trZi:(l:lhtllIllegré?oie a
U.CRL'AR"USSW’ .Rew 1, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, criticality event should be considered in an air craft crash scen:ario in Appendix D.
Livermore, CA, April 1,2001. I}“gﬂlermore, the analysis of an airplane crash was not prepared per DOE STD- ’
o LLNL, Building 334 Safety Analysis Report, SAR-B334, Rev.1, Lawrence 4/25.06 under(gS::elj{h?e ggrr?fé?iiﬁlﬁ? risk estimate provided in Appendix D has not
Livermore National Laboratory, Defense and Nuclear Technologies cont. . s g
3/31.06 Directorate, Livermore, CA, March 2001. 8. Regar_dmg Appendix D, (Table D.2.4-1), the risk of an air craft crash is
: less than a spill of TRU waste or a deflagration event. These events are not fully
e LLNL, Building 331 Safety Analysis Report, TSR B331, Lawrence analyzed in the SWEIS, and they should be.
Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, CA, June 2002. 0 o The SAR for B-696R states (p. 3-24) that the maximum amount of
plutoniu i i i iner i J
- LLNL 200 LLNL Bailing 132 (ONCO),Phtonion Fcily Sy B encatvsent Curis (P C) o comtainer 5 1, andnot more han 25
Analysis Report, SAR-332, NMTP-02-067, ngrencc lee':rmore National PE-Ci per container). Therefore, the source term for the SAR phlifrad €. 5
Laboratory, Nuclear Materials Technology Directorate, Livermore, CA, Has there been an amendment m’ the SAR? evised.
June 26, 2002. . )
10. 'Regardmg Document 2055 “Memo to Tom Grim 1/27/04”, please
o LLNL, Building 332 (UNCI), Plutonium Facility, Safety Analysis Report, reconcile and explain crash probabilities for Building 696R, 625, 239, 331, 332,
Vol. 2, Chapt. 6-17, UCRL-AR-119434-00, Lawrence Livermore National and 334 with those found in the SWEIS.
Laboratory, Defense and Nuclear Technologies Directorate, Livermore, 11. Regarding background document 869 “LLNL Site Wide EIS presented to
CA, February 2002. Dave anra%é%[})vember 82002, the following information is provided
. . . concernin waste is provided: i i
* LLNL, Safery Analyj;zsl{?ep ort anilTechmcai\ISafety fefqﬁ” ements activities agl B-332 will prgduce betvy:ednerZ(t)h:nTiOS%Cg;)t:ln?sltg??llln{_lebgg;gar What
fie\?ear:;xlgﬁ ’Bg‘i‘? gc é;ol’)sraf()r,e;&%& ivermore National Laboratory, :;mber 11; usedl{n tAhc SV;’:IIRS,fand please explain how these values are derived.
8 e preliminar; inati
4, Buadonhe meno of ol e, 5377 v i Fay B e Dot nd e T,
be a Radiological Facility (Hazards Analysis Report, October 2000). There are be 3,000 Ci. Has this value been incorporated into the SWEIS? If it has changed
also explosive substances stored at this location. Because of these two types of please provide the reasoning or the citation ' 8 change
materials, B-327 should be included in the Accident Analysis in Appendix D. In i ) .
addition, lithium hydride and beryllium are used at this facility. Both warrant Thank you for including these additional comments and DOE’s responses in the
investigation in the SWEIS. SWEIS.
5. As we have addressed in our initial comments, Appendix D is deficient in Sincerely,
that it does not explain the derivation of accident frequencies. It also does not . M
4/25.06 provide a means of understanding the accident freq ies. Some of this is ~ W
included in the background documents. For example, Section 3 of the Safety
Analysis Report (SAR) for B-696R, June 2002 provides the general methodology Marylia Kelley
used, and should be brought forward into the text of Appendix D. For example, i X
accidents are divided into four groups: those that are anticipated (occurring once Executive Director
every 100 years); those that are unlikely (occurring once every 100 to 10,000 Tri-Valley CAREs
years); those that are extremely unlikely (once every 10,000 to 1 million years) )
and those that are beyond extremely unlikely (less than once every 1 million 2582 Old First Street
years). However, this by itself is deficient. For these levels, which are used in Livermore, CA 94551
Appendix D, the reasoning behind the selection of the level is very general, if .
stated at all. It does not appear that the history of accidents that led to PH: (925) 443-7148, FX: (925) 443-0177, WEB: www.trivalleycares.org
environmental releases at LLNL, and the history of violations, have been taken
into consideration in deriving these estimates of accident frequency.
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